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DETAILED ACTION 

This communication is responsive to the amendment filed 5/27/2004. This action 
is made Final. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

Claims 1, 3 - 5, 12, 15, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Alexander, U.S. Patent No. 5,896,131 . 

As per claim 1, Alexander teaches a method for creating a dialog box visually 
differentiate from a displayed background, the method comprising: 

receiving a command to create the dialog box, the command including a selected 
background color of the dialog box configured to have a value (see Alexander, column 
4, lines 64-67); 

drawing a dialog box boundary using a reserved color associated with a reserved 
color value, the reserved color being a color reserved by an operating system of a 
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platform to be used by the operating system only (see Alexander, column 4, lines 4-7, 
lines 37 - 40 and lines 45 - 48; the examiner interprets a light gray color as a reserved 
color for the operating system); and 

drawing a dialog box background using the value of the selected background 
color (see Alexander, column 4, lines 37 - 40), 

wherein using the reserved color to draw the dialog box boundary is configured 
to visually differentiate the dialog box from the displayed background (see Alexander, 
figures 3A and 3B, item 302, column 2, lines 29 - 37 and column 4, lines 37 - 47; it is 
inherent that the checkerboard pattern differentiates the dialog box from the displayed 
background). 

As per claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1 , Alexander teaches the method of 
claim 1 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for creating a dialog 
box visually differentiate from a displayed background as recited in claim 1 , wherein 
the dialog box is displayed using a graphic image (see Alexander, figure 2, item 204). 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1, Alexander teaches the method of 
claim 1 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for creating a dialog 
box visually differentiate from a displayed background as recited in claim 1, wherein 
the dialog box boundary is configured to include one of a slider, a border, text, a button, 
and a scroll bar (see Alexander, figure 3A and column 4, lines 37 - 40; it is inherent that 
the controls consist of buttons and text). 
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As per claim 5, which is dependent on claim 1 , Alexander teaches the method of 
claim 1 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for creating a dialog 
box visually differentiate from a displayed background as recited in claim 4, wherein 
the dialog box boundary is a border (see Alexander, figure 2, lines 35 - 37). 

As per claim 15, Alexander teaches a method for generating dialog box graphical 
user interfaces (GUIs) that are presented over an underlying background image, 
comprising: 

receiving a command to generate a dialog box (see Alexander, column 4, lines 
64 - 67); 

if a boundary element of the dialog box is to be generated, the method includes, 
implementing a reserved color for the generation, the reserved color not being available 
for use in generating graphical context of background color of the dialog box (see 
Alexander, column 4, lines 4-7, lines 37 - 40 and lines 45 - 48; the examiner 
interprets the light gray color as a reserved color). 

As per claim 1 7, which is dependent on claim 1 5, it is of similar scope to claim 4 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 4 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 18, which is dependent on claim 17, it is of similar scope to claim 5 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 5 (see rejection above). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

Claims 2, 6 - 14, 16, 19 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Alexander, U.S. Patent No. 5,896,131. 

As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1 , Alexander teaches the method of 
claim 1 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for creating a dialog 
box visually differentiate from a displayed background as recited in claim 1 , wherein 
drawing a dialog box background using the selected background color value includes: 

determining whether the value for the selected background color is equivalent to 
one of the reserved color value and another color value (see Alexander, column 4, lines 
4 - 7), the determining including, 

mapping the value of the selected background color to a previously assigned 
color value when the selected background color value is equivalent to the reserved 
color value (see Alexander, column 4, lines 59 - 64; the examiner interprets the dark 
gray color as a reserved color value); and 

mapping the value of the selected background color to a corresponding color 
value when the selected background color value is equivalent to the color value (see 
Alexander, column 4, lines 37 - 50; it is taught that the light gray color is not replaced, 
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therefore it is inherent that it is mapped to the corresponding color). 

Alexander does not teach determining whether the value for the selected 
background color is equivalent to one of the reserved color value and a cross-platform 
compatible co\or value, mapping the value of the selected background color to a 
previously assigned cross-platform compatible color value, and mapping the value of 
the selected background color to a corresponding cross-platform compatible color value 
when the selected background color value is equivalent to the cross-platform 
compatible color value. However, using cross-platform compatible colors is notoriously 
well known in the art. For example, the applicant discloses the use of cross-platform 
compatible colors in the application background. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to implement cross-platform 
compatible colors with the method of Alexander in order to gain consistency across 
different platforms. 

As per claim 6, Alexander does not teach a method for creating a dialog box 
visually differentiate from a displayed background as recited in claim 5, wherein the 
border is beveled. However, a beveled border is notoriously well known in the art. For 
example, Nichols et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication US 2002/017596 A1 
teaches using a beveled border (see Nichols, paragraph 23, sentence 3). It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate 
a beveled border with the method of Alexander in order to create a three-dimensional 
appearance. 
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As per claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1 , Alexander teaches the method of 
claim 1 (see rejection above). Alexander does not teach a method for creating a dialog 
box visually differentiate a displayed background on a display system as recited in 
claim 1, wherein the dialog box is a Java based dialog box. However, using Java based 
dialog boxes are notoriously well known in the art. For example, the applicant discloses 
the use of Java for interface development in the application background. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate 
a Java based dialog box with the method of Alexander in order to incorporate Java's 
broad user base and platform independent features. 

As per claim 8, Alexander teaches a method for selecting colors to draw a dialog 
box having a visually differentiate boundary, the method comprising: 

determining whether one of a dialog box boundary, a dialog box background, and 
a dialog box component is being drawn, the determining including, 

selecting a reserved color when drawing the dialog box boundary by bypassing a 
mapping of the reserved color to a previously assigned color (see Alexander, column 2, 
lines 40 - 55); 

selecting a color when drawing the dialog box background; and selecting a color 
when drawing the component contained within the dialog box (see Alexander, column 2, 
lines 32 - 47), 

wherein the bypassing the mapping of the reserved color to a previously 
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assigned color is configured to draw a dialog box having a differentiate boundary (see 
Alexander, figure 3A, item 300; it is inherent that the dialog box has a differentiate 
boundary). 

Alexander does not teach mapping of the reserved color to a previously assigned 
cross-platform compatible color, selecting a cross-platform compatible color when 
drawing the dialog box background; and selecting a cross-platform compatible color 
when drawing the component contained within the dialog box. However, using cross- 
platform compatible colors is notoriously well known in the art. For example, the 
applicant discloses the use of cross-platform compatible colors in the application 
background. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to implement cross-platform compatible colors with the method of 
Alexander in order to gain consistency across different platforms. 

As per claim 9, which is dependent on claim 8, Alexander teaches the method of 
claim 8 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for selecting colors 
to draw a dialog box having a visually differentiate boundary as recited in claim 8, 
wherein the reserved color is a color reserved by an operating system of a platform to 
only be used by one of the operating system and underlying software (see Alexander, 
column 4, lines 1 5 - 24; it is inherent that the dark grey color is used by the operating 
system only to display digitized waveform images). 

As per claim 10. which is dependent on claim 8, Alexander teaches the method 
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of claim 8 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for selecting 
colors to draw a dialog box having a visually differentiate boundary as recited in claim 
8, wherein selecting a cross-platform compatible color when drawing the dialog box 
background includes: 

using a value of the selected background color to map the selected background 
to a previously assigned cross-platform compatible color when the value of the selected 
background color is equivalent to a reserved color value (see Alexander, column 4, lines 
59 - 64; the examiner interprets the dark gray color as a reserved color value); and 

using the value of the selected background color to map the selected background 
color value to a corresponding cross-platform compatible color when the value of the 
selected background color is equivalent to a cross-platform compatible color value (see 
Alexander, column 4, lines 37 - 50; it is taught that the light gray color is not replaced, 
therefore it is inherent that it is mapped to the corresponding color). 

As per claim 1 1 , which is dependent on claim 8, Alexander teaches the method 
of claim 8 (see rejection above). Alexander does not teach the method for selecting 
colors to draw a dialog box having a visually differentiate boundary as recited in claim 
8, wherein the dialog box is one of a JAVA based dialog box, a C-based dialog box, and 
a C++-based dialog box. However, using Java based dialog boxes are notoriously well 
known in the art. For example, the applicant discloses the use of Java for interface 
development in the application background. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate a Java based dialog 



Application/Control Number: 09/883,008 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2174 

box with the method of Alexander in order to incorporate Java's broad user base and 
platform independent features. 

As per claim 12, which is dependent on claim 8, it is of similar scope to claim 3 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 3 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 13, which is dependent on claim 8, Alexander teaches the method 
of claim 8 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for selecting colors 
to draw a dialog box having a visually differentiate boundary as recited in claim 8, 
wherein the colors selected to draw the dialog box boundary, dialog box background, 
and components contained within the dialog box are processed by a controller (see 
Alexander, column 3, lines 36 - 39). 

As per claim 14, which is dependent on claim 13, Alexander teaches the method 
of claim 1 (see rejection above). Alexander further teaches a method for selecting 
colors to draw a dialog box having a visually differentiate boundary as recited in claim 
13, wherein the controller is integrated in a graphics card (see Alexander, column 3, 
lines 36 - 39; the examiner interprets a video controller chip as a graphics card). 

As per claim 16, which is dependent on claim 15, Alexander teaches the method 
of claim 15 (see rejection above). Alexander does not teach a method for generating 
dialog box graphical user interfaces (GUIs) that are presented over an underlying 
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background image as recited in claim 15, further comprising: if a background element 
of the dialog box is to be generated, the method includes, implementing a 
cross-platform compatible color for the generation. However, using cross-platform 
compatible colors is notoriously well known in the art. For example, the applicant 
discloses the use of cross-platform compatible colors in the application background. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
implement cross-platform compatible colors with the method of Alexander in order to 
gain consistency across different platforms. 

As per claim 19, which is dependent on claim 18, it is of similar scope to claim 6 
and is rejected under the same rationale as claim 6 (see rejection above). 

As per claim 20, which is dependent on claim 15, Alexander teaches the method 
of claim 1 5 (see rejection above). Alexander does not teach a method for generating 
dialog box graphical user interfaces (GUIs) that are presented over an underlying 
background image as recited in claim 15, wherein the dialog box is one of a JAVA- 
based dialog box, a C-based dialog box, and a C++-based dialog box. However, using 
Java based dialog boxes are notoriously well known in the art. For example, the 
applicant discloses the use of Java for interface development in the application 
background. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to incorporate a Java based dialog box with the method of Alexander in 
order to incorporate Java's broad user base and platform independent features. 
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Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments filed 5/1 1/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argued that "Alexander does not disclose GUIs with boundaries or 

GUIs which boundaries are drawn using different colors than the background colors." 

The Examiner disagrees. Alexander teaches that "a rectangle of the particular 

programmed color is defined in the first memory, thereby defining a rectangular area for 

oscillosocope data" (see column 2, lines 29 - 32). As can be seen in figure 3A, this 

rectangle is displayed in the background of dialog box 300. Alexander further teaches 

Pop-up dialog control boxes are implemented by writing in a color 
that is not the particular programmed color within in the rectangular 
area in the first memory reserved for oscilloscope data. In 
particular, a title bar, controls, some text areas, and borders are 
written in a color that is not the particular programmed color. As a 
result, within the display area for oscilloscope data, the video chip 
sends the title bar, controls, text and borders to the display rather 
than oscilloscope data. The dialog box control elements are 
visually opaque, obscuring oscilloscope data (column 2, lines 29 - 
41). 

It is clear from these passages that Alexander is teaching drawing borders, or 
boundaries, using different colors than the background colors. 

Applicant also argues that "Alexander does not disclose using a reserved color, 
as defined in the claimed invention." The Examiner disagrees. Alexander clearly states 
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the usage of reserved colors in column 4, lines 4-6 ("In the example embodiment, 
controller 1 12 is programmed to switch when a specific very dark gray ... color is 
received"). In the interpretation of the Examiner, the dark gray color is a "specific" color 
reserved for the purpose of switching. 

The Applicant further argues that Alexander does not "recognize reserved colors 
having been set aside by the operating system for use by the operating system only." 
The Examiner disagrees. Alexander teaches a computer system that "includes an 
industry standard micro-processor running an industry standard operating system" 
(column 3, lines 10-11). Alexander further teaches a controller programmed by the 
operating system of the computer system (column 3, lines 39 - 40; It is inherent that the 
operating system of the computer system programs the controller) to switch a 
multiplexer "to a different input when a particular programmed color is received from 
DRAM" (column 3, lines 42 - 43). Therefore, every time this reserved color is 
programmed into the controller by the operating system, it is swapped with another 
color and not displayed on the screen. The Examiner interprets this behavior as 
reserving the color only for use by the operating system to signal switching to the 
background color. 



Conclusion 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Umar Arshad whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
0329 before October 15 th , and (571 ) 272-4060 after October 15th. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9am - 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine L Kincaid can be reached on (703) 308-0640 before October 15 th , 
and (571 ) 272-4063 after October 1 5th. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

, KRISTINE KINCAID 
UA SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 

TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2100 



